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DETAILED ACTION 

All of the examiner's suggestions presented hereinafter have been assumed for examination 
purposes, unless otherwise noted. 

Continued Examination Under 37 CFR 1.114 
[1] A request for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, including the fee set forth in 
37 CFR 1.17(e), was filed in this application after final rejection. Since this application is 
eligible for continued examination under 37 CFR 1.114, and the fee set forth in 37 CFR 1.17(e) 
has been timely paid, the finality of the previous Office action has been withdrawn pursuant to 
37 CFR 1.1 14. Applicant's submission filed on June 5, 2008 has been entered. 

Amendments 

[2] This office action is responsive to the claim amendment received on June 5, 2008. 
Claims 1-2, 4-5, 7, 9-10, 22-23, 25-29, and 31-33 remain pending; claims 3, 6, 8, 11-21, 24, and 
30 cancelled; claim 33 new. 

Drawings 

[3] The replacement drawings were received on June 5, 2008 and are acceptable. In 
response to applicant's drawing amendments and remarks, the previous drawing objections are 
withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §101 

[4] In response to applicant's 35 USC § 101 rejection amendments and remarks received on 
June 5, 2008, the previous 35 USC § 101 rejection are withdrawn. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 
[5] The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 1 12: 
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The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

[6] Claims 9-10 and 23 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

(i) Claims 9-10 depend from a cancelled claim - suggest changing to "method of claim 1 & 
wherein..." 

(ii) Claim 23 is an incomplete sentence - suggest adding in elements from claim 4. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 
[7] The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

[8] Claims 1-2 and 4-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over U.S. 
Patent No. 5,657,362 (issued Aug. 12, 1997) [hereinafter "Giger et al."] in view of U.S. Pub. No. 
2002/0101960 (published Aug. 1, 2002) [hereinafter "Nokita"]. 

Regarding claim 1, Giger et al. discloses a method for computer aided detection of 
medical abnormalities (the highlights are abnormalities in fig. 6) in x-ray medical images (fig. 3; 
fig. 27, item 2700) comprising the steps of: 

processing a digital or digitized x-ray medical image (fig. 3) of an object ("breast" at 
1 :62-65) to remove distinguishing effects (fig. 8, item 803; "[t]his subtraction process can be 
performed. . .in terms of relative x-ray exposure (by use of the characteristic curve in the 
imaging system)" at 5:57-65) of at least operating parameter or physical characteristics ("relative 
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x-ray exposure" at 5:57-65) of an x-ray device (fig. 28, item 2700) used to form said x-ray 
medical image (e.g., fig. 3) and the effects of fat content (fig. 1, item 102) in the object being 
imaged, thereby forming a processed x-ray medical image (the image after item 803 in fig. 8 is a 
processed x-ray medical image); 

processing (fig. 8, item 804) the processed x-ray medical image according to 
predetermined values (the predetermined values needed to construct the original digital image 
item 800, fig. 8) for said at least one operating parameter or physical characteristic ("relative x- 
ray exposure" at 5:57-65) to generate a original-form version of said x-ray medical image ("[t]he 
resulting image is normalized to match the average gray level of the original image" at 6:27-30) 
characterizing the x-ray medical image of the object that would have been obtained by the x-ray 
device using said original and prcdctermined_values therefor (normalizing the image would 
return it to its original state); and 

processing said original-form version (the image after item 804 in fig. 8 is now an 
original-form version) of said x-ray medical image with a computer aided detection algorithm 
(e.g., fig. 10b) that has been optimized with a plurality of x-ray medical images (fig. 10b, item 
1005) that have been similarly processed into original-form versions (it is implicit if not already 
inherent that for a neural network to be trained, similarly processed images are used) thereof 
using the same predetermined values (the predetermined values needed to construct the original 
digital image item 800, fig. 8) for said at least one operating parameter or physical characteristic 
("relative x-ray exposure" at 5:57-65); and 

storing results (fig. 23; fig. 27, item 2706) of the processing of said original-form version 
(the image after item 804 in fig. 8 is now as original-form version) of said x-ray medical image 
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(the image after item 803 in fig. 8 is a processed x-ray medical image) with the optimized 
computer aided detection algorithm (see above), Giger et al. does not disclose generating a 
standard-form version of said x-ray medical image. 

Nokita teaches generating a standard-form version ("standard imaging time (an X-ray 
exposure time)" at para. 0070) of a x-ray medical image (fig. 1 , item 1 80) and subtracting to 
achieve a standard-form version state (fig. 7; para. 0076). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made for reverting back to the original-form version of Giger et al. to be reverting back to a 
standard-state version as taught by Nokita "to provide a radiographic apparatus, a radiographic 
method, and a computer-readable storage medium for acquiring a radiograph, wherein the 
probability that a moire pattern is not generated or, is inconspicuous in the radiograph is 
heightened.", Nokita, para. 0012. 

Regarding claim 2, Giger et al. discloses wherein the x-ray medical image is a 
mammogram (fig. 3; 2:10-12). 

Regarding claim 4, Giger et al. discloses wherein at least one operating parameter or 
physical characteristic ("relative x-ray exposure" at 5:57-65) of the x-ray device is selected from 
the group consisting of x-ray energy; exposure ("relative x-ray exposure" at 5:57-65); and 
distance between compression plates. 

Regarding claim 5, Giger et al. discloses wherein the processing removes distinguishing 
effects of the following physical characteristics: anode material; source to image distance; anti- 
scatter grid geometry; film characteristics; and screen-film system (the subtraction step fig. 8, 
item 803 removes these effects). 
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[9] Claims 7 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the combination 
between Giger et al. in view of Nokita and X-ray characterization of normal and neoplastic 
breast tissues , Phys. Med. Biol, 1987, Vol. 32, No. 6, 675-695 [hereinafter "Johns et al."]. 

Regarding claim 7, while Giger et al. discloses wherein an x-ray image of a reference 
material (fig. 1, element 102; "fat pixels" at 5:49-65) is formed at the same time as the 
mammogram ("original image" at 5:49-65) and under substantially the same conditions, the 
method further comprising the step of identifying fat content in the mammogram by comparing 
exposure values in the mammogram with exposure values on the x-ray image of the reference 
material (fig.6A-6D; 5:57-57), Giger et al. in view of Nokita does not teach wherein the 
reference material has known-x-ray attenuation characteristics representative of different 
percentages of fat content in the breast. 

Johns et al. discloses an x-ray characterization of normal and neoplastic breast tissue 
(Abstract, pg 675) wherein reference material has known-x-ray attenuation characteristics 
representative of different percentages of fat content in the breast (Section I. Introduction, page 
676, third paragraph. Since the measuring was done on multiple patients and the fact each breast 
contains a distinct percentage of fat content, the x-ray attenuation characteristics are 
representative of different percentages of fat content in the breast.). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made for the method of Giger et al. in view of Nokita to include the reference material 
having known x-ray attenuation characteristics representative of different percentages of fat 
content in the breast as taught by Johns et al. for ". . .the detection of infiltrating duct carcinomas 
in a fibrous breast.", Johns, Section I. Introduction, page 676, fifth paragraph in the case of 
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single-energy imaging, and for ". . .imaging carcinomas with suppression of 'clutter' due to 
fat/fibrous contrast.", Johns et al, Section I. Introduction, page 676, fifth paragraph in the case 
of dual-energy. 

[10] Claims 9-10 and 26-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Giger et al. in view of Nokita and U.S. Patent No. 4,596,029 (issued Jun. 17, 1986) [hereinafter 
"Manueco Santurtun et al."]. 

Regarding claim 9, while Giger et al. in view of Nokita discloses the method of claim 1, 
Giger et al. in view of Nokita docs not disclose wherein the standard x-ray energy of the standard 
form image representative of the image is in the range 25-28 kVp. 

Manueco Santurtun et al. discloses an x-ray generator with phase-advance voltage 
feedback (fig. 2) wherein the standard ("typical") x-ray energy suggested is in the range 25-28 
kVp (3:3-14). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made for the method of Giger et al. in view of Nokita to include a standard x-ray energy in 
the range 25 - 28 kVp for its standard form image representative of the image as taught by 
Manueco Santurtun et al. for providing ". . .typical requirements for X-ray applications. . .", 
Manueco Santurtun et al, 3:5-6. 

It must be noted that the normalization of the subtraction image will naturally bring the 
values of the isolated abnormalities of the processed image back into the range of the standard x- 
ray energy used in the original image. In essence, the x-ray energy used to create the original 
image will be again seen in the normalized processed image, so motivation can also arise in 
using a standard x-ray energy in the original image as argued above. 
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Regarding claim 10, while Giger et al. in view of Nokita discloses the method of claim 1, 
Giger et al. in view of Nokita does not disclose wherein the standard exposure is in the range 20 
- 200 milli-Ampere-seconds. 

Manueco Santurtun et al. discloses an x-ray generator with phase-advance voltage 
feedback (fig. 2) wherein the standard ("typical") exposure suggested is in the range 20 - 200 
milli-Ampere-seconds (3:3-14). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made for the method of Giger et al. in view of Nokita to include a standard exposure in the 
range 20 - 200 milli-Ampere-seconds for its standard form image representative of the image as 
taught by Manueco Santurtun et al. for providing ". . .typical requirements for X-ray 
applications. . .", Manueco Santurtun et al., 3:5-6. 

Regarding claim 26, claim 9 recites identical features as in claim 26. Thus, 
references/arguments equivalent to those presented above for claim 9 is equally applicable to 
claim 26. 

Regarding claim 27, claim 10 recites identical features as in claim 27. Thus, 
references/arguments equivalent to those presented above for claim 10 is equally applicable to 
claim 27. 

[11] Claims 22-23, and 33 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over the 
combination between Giger et al. in view of Nokita and U.S. Patent No. 5,954,650 (issued Sep. 
21, 1999) [hereinafter "Saito et al."]. 

Regarding claim 22, while Giger et al. discloses a method for processing mammographic 
images (1:8-19) comprising the steps of: 
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processing a plurality of digital or digitized formed by the same mammography system to 
remove effects of the same mammography system and fat content in the breast being imaged, 
thereby forming a first processed images (refer to references/arguments cited in the first 
processing step of claim 1); and 

converting each first processed image into a original-form x-ray mammogram having a 
first original x-ray voltage parameter and a first original exposure parameter (refer to 
references/arguments cited in the second processing step of claim 1); and 

storing the standard- form x-ray mammograms (refer to references/arguments cited in 
claim 1) 

whereby visual comparison of x-ray mammograms taken by the same x-ray 
mammography system is facilitated by comparing standard-form x-ray mammograms derived 
from mammograms taken by the same x-ray mammography system (refer to 
references/arguments cited in claim 1 in the third processing step), Giger et al. does not teach (i) 
generating a standard-form version of said x-ray medical image; (ii) all of the method steps 
performed by different x-ray mammography systems. 

Nokita teaches generating a standard-form version ("standard imaging time (an X-ray 
exposure time)" at para. 0070 and thus a standard voltage parameter to achieve the standard x- 
ray exposure time) of an x-ray medical image (fig. 1, item 180) and subtracting to achieve a 
standard-form version state (fig. 7; para. 0076). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made for reverting back to the original-form version of Giger et al. to be reverting back to a 
standard-state version as taught by Nokita "to provide a radiographic apparatus, a radiographic 
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method, and a computer-readable storage medium for acquiring a radiograph, wherein the 
probability that a moire pattern is not generated or, is inconspicuous in the radiograph is 
heightened.", Nokita, para. 0012. 

Saito et al. discloses a medical image processing apparatus (fig. 1) whereby visual 
comparison of images (fig. 1, item 1) taken by different imaging systems (fig. 1, x-ray CT image, 
MRI image, and fusion image) is facilitated by comparing images derived from images taken by 
the different images systems (1:6-14). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made for all the method-steps in the method of Giger et al. to be performed by different x- 
ray mammography systems as taught by Saito et al. ". . .to provide a strongly desired medical 
image processing apparatus where images of the same position with the same size, which have 
been imaged by modalities using different imaging methods, are superimposed on and composed 
with each other and are displayed so as to be able to be compared with each other realistically 
and visually.", Saito et al, 1 :62-67. 

Regarding claim 23, claim 2 recites identical features as in claim 23. Thus, 
references/arguments equivalent to those presented above for claim 2 is equally applicable to 
claim 23. 

Regarding claim 33, while Giger et al. discloses a method for processing mammographic 
images (1:8-19) comprising the steps of: 

processing a plurality of digital or digitized formed by a first x-ray mammography system 
to remove effects of the first mammography system and fat content in the breast being imaged, 
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thereby forming a first processed images (refer to references/arguments cited in the first 
processing step of claim 1); and 

processing the digital or digitized mammogram of a breast formed by a second x-ray 
mammography system to remove effects of the second mammography system and fat content in 
the breast being image, thereby forming a second processed image (refer to references/arguments 
cited in the first processing step of claim 1 wherein the first and second x-ray mammography 
systems are the same system); 

converting each first processed image into a original-form x-ray mammogram having a 
first original x-ray voltage parameter and a first original exposure parameter (refer to 
references/arguments cited in the second processing step of claim 1); and 

storing the standard-form x-ray mammograms (refer to references/arguments cited in 
claim 1) 

whereby visual comparison of x-ray mammograms taken by the same x-ray 
mammography system is facilitated by comparing standard-form x-ray mammograms derived 
from mammograms taken by the same x-ray mammography system (refer to 
references/arguments cited in claim 1 in the third processing step), Giger et al. does not teach (i) 
generating a standard-form version of said x-ray medical image; (ii) all of the method steps 
performed by different x-ray mammography systems. 

Nokita teaches generating a standard-form version ("standard imaging time (an X-ray 
exposure time)" at para. 0070 and thus a standard voltage parameter to achieve the standard x- 
ray exposure time) of an x-ray medical image (fig. 1 , item 1 80) and subtracting to achieve a 
standard-form version state (fig. 7; para. 0076). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made for reverting back to the original-form version of Giger et al. to be reverting back to a 
standard-state version as taught by Nokita "to provide a radiographic apparatus, a radiographic 
method, and a computer-readable storage medium for acquiring a radiograph, wherein the 
probability that a moire pattern is not generated or, is inconspicuous in the radiograph is 
heightened.", Nokita, para. 0012. 

Saito et al. discloses a medical image processing apparatus (fig. 1) whereby visual 
comparison of images (fig. 1, item 1) taken by different imaging systems (fig. 1, x-ray CT image, 
MRI image, and fusion image) is facilitated by comparing images derived from images taken by 
the different images systems (1:6-14). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made for all the method-steps in the method of Giger et al. to be performed by different x- 
ray mammography systems (and hence the first and second x-ray mammography system being 
different ) as taught by Saito et al. ". . .to provide a strongly desired medical image processing 
apparatus where images of the same position with the same size, which have been imaged by 
modalities using different imaging methods, are superimposed on and composed with each other 
and are displayed so as to be able to be compared with each other realistically and visually.", 
Saito etal, 1:62-67. 

[12] Claim 25 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Giger et al. in 
view of Nokita, Saito et al. , and Johns et al. 
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Regarding claim 25, claim 7 recites identical features as in claim 25. Thus, 
references/arguments equivalent to those presented above for claim 7 is equally applicable to 
claim 25. 

[13] Claims 26-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Giger et al. 
in view of Nokita, Saito et al., and Manueco Santurtun et al. 

Regarding claim 26, claim 9 recites identical features as in claim 26. Thus, 
references/arguments equivalent to those presented above for claim 9 is equally applicable to 
claim 26. 

Regarding claim 27, claim 10 recites identical features as in claim 27. Thus, 
references/arguments equivalent to those presented above for claim 10 is equally applicable to 
claim 27. 

[14] Claims 28-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable Johns et al. in 
view of Giger et al and Saito et al. 

Regarding claim 28, while Johns et al. discloses a method for processing mammographic 
images (Section 2. Methods, page 676) comprising the step of: 

forming in a first mammography system a digital or digitized mammogram of a breast 
along with images of first and second reference materials having thicknesses that range from 0 to 
the thickness of the breast (Fig. 6; Section 3.4, page 689, second paragraph), one reference 
material having an attenuation constant that is approximately the same as that of fat (Section I. 
Introduction, page 676, third paragraph) and the other having an attenuation constant that is 
approximately the same as that of glandular tissue (Section I. Introduction, page 676, third 
paragraph), Johns et al. does not teach the steps of: 



Application/Control Number: 10/622,978 Page 14 

Art Unit: 2624 

(i) using exposure information in images of the first and second reference materials to 
process the digital or digitized mammogram system to remove substantially all effects related to 
the physical characteristics of the first mammography system and its operating parameters and 
the effect of fat content in the breast being imaged, thereby forming a first processed image; 

(ii) converting the first processed image into a standard-form mammogram having pixel 
values that would have been obtained by a standard-form mammography system having a first 
standard x-ray voltage parameter and a first standard exposure parameter; and 

(iii) storing said standard-form mammogram whereby 

(iv) visual comparison of mammograms taken by different mammography systems is 
facilitated by comparing standard-form mammograms derived from mammograms taken by the 
different mammography systems. 

Giger et al discloses an automated method and system for computerized detection of 
masses and parenchymal distortions in medical images (1:8-19) that teaches 

(i) using exposure information in the images to process the digital or digitized 
mammogram system (5:57-59) to remove substantially all effects related to the physical 
characteristics of the first mammography system and its operating parameters (refer to 
references/arguments cited in claim 4) and the effect of fat content in the breast being imaged, 
thereby forming a first processed image; 

(ii) converting the first processed image into a standard-form mammogram having pixel 
values that would have been obtained by a standard-form mammography system having a first 
standard x-ray voltage parameter and a first standard exposure parameter (refer to 
references/arguments cited in claim 8); and 
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(iii) storing said standard-form mammogram (fig. 27, item 2706). 
It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made for the method of Johns to 

(i) use exposure information in the images of the first and second reference materials of 
Johns et al. to process the digital or digitized mammogram system of Johns et al. to remove 
substantially all effects related to the physical characteristics of the first mammography system 
and its operating parameters and the effect of fat content in the breast being imaged, thereby 
forming a first processed image; 

(ii) convert the first processed image into a standard-form mammogram having pixel 
values that would have been obtained by a standard-form mammography system having a first 
standard x-ray voltage parameter and a first standard exposure parameter; and 

(iii) store said standard-form mammogram as taught by Giger et al ". . .to provide a 
method and system for detecting, classifying, and displaying lesions such as masses and tissue 
distortions in medical images such as images of the breast.", Giger et al, 1 :62-65. 

The above method of the combination of Johns et al. in view of Giger et al does not 
teach whereby visual comparison of mammograms taken by different mammography systems is 
facilitated by comparing standard- form mammograms derived from mammograms taken by the 
different mammography systems. 

Saito et al. discloses a medical image processing apparatus (fig. 1) whereby visual 
comparison of images (fig. 1, item 1) taken by different imaging systems (fig. 1, x-ray CT image, 
MRI image, and fusion image) is facilitated by comparing images derived from images taken by 
the different images systems (1:6-14). 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made for the standard- form mammograms in the method of the combination between Johns 
et al. in view of Giger et al to facilitate visual comparison of images taken by different imaging 
systems by comparing images derived from images taken by the different images systems as 
taught by Saito et al. ". . .to provide a strongly desired medical image processing apparatus where 
images of the same position with the same size, which have been imaged by modalities using 
different imaging methods, are superimposed on and composed with each other and are 
displayed so as to be able to be compared with each other realistically and visually.", Saito et al, 
1:62-67. 

Regarding claim 29, while the combination Johns et al. in view of Giger et al and Saito 
et al. to disclose the method of 28, the combination does not teach wherein the processing 
removes distinguishing effects of both of the following operating parameters of the 
mammography system: x-ray energy and exposure. 

Giger et al discloses an automated method and system for computerized detection of 
masses and parenchymal distortions in medical images (1:8-19) that teaches wherein the 
processing removes distinguishing effects of both of the following operating parameters of the 
mammography system: x-ray energy; exposure (refer to references/arguments cited in claim 4). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made for the combination of Johns et al. in view of Giger et al and Saito to include wherein 
the processing removes distinguishing effects of both of the following operating parameters of 
the mammography system: x-ray energy and exposure as taught by Giger et al so that "..the 
number of false positives due to fat will be reduced.", Giger et al, 5:39-41. 
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[15] Claims 31-32 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Johns et al. 
in view of Giger et al. , Saito et al. , and Manueco Santurtun et al. 

Regarding claim 31, claim 9 recites identical features as in claim 31. Thus, 
references/arguments equivalent to those presented above for claim 9 is equally applicable to 
claim 3 1 . 

Regarding claim 32, claim 10 recites identical features as in claim 32. Thus, 
references/arguments equivalent to those presented above for claim 10 is equally applicable to 
claim 32. 

Response to Arguments 
[16] Applicant's arguments filed on June 5, 2008 with respect to claim 1 have been 
respectfully and fully considered, but they are not found persuasive. 
Summary of Remarks regarding claim 1: 

Applicant argues that Giger discloses various processing techniques, she does not 
disclose or suggest the step of forming a standard form image. The claims remaining in this 
application all require the formation of a standard form image. Giger does not disclose or suggest 
such a step in her disclosure in FIG. 8 of a normalization step 804. As indicated at Col. 6, lines 
30-32, this step merely normalizes an image so that its average gray level matches the average 
gray level of the original image. No suggestion is made of applicants' claimed step in claims 22, 
28 and 33 of forming an image representative of the image that would be formed at a standard x- 
ray energy and exposure. Likewise, no suggestion is made of applicants' claimed step in claim 1 
of forming an image that would have been obtained by an x-ray device using a predetermined 
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value of at least one operating parameter or physical characteristic. (Applicant Resp. at 7-8, Jun 
5, 2008.) 

Applicant argues that there is no indication in Giger that the original image was formed at 
a standard x-ray energy and exposure. Since the effect of the subtraction process remains after 
normalization, Applicant submitted that the normalized image cannot be characterized as having 
reverted to its standard x ray energy and exposure or to any other operating parameter or physical 
characteristic. (Resp. at 8.) 
[17] Examiner's Response regarding claim 1: 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claim 1 have been considered but are moot in view 
of the new grounds of rejection. 

Conclusion 

[18] The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. US 5740267 A; US 5930327 A; and US 6058322 A;. 

[19] Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to DAVID P. RASHID whose telephone number is (571)270-1578. 
The examiner can normally be reached Monday - Friday 7:30 - 17:00 ET. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Vikkram Bali can be reached on (571) 272-74155. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
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applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 

system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 

system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 

like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 

information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/ David P. Rashid/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 2624 

David P Rashid 
Examiner 
Art Unit 26244 



/Vikkram Bali/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2624 



